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Environment & Economy Scrutiny Committee
Scrutiny Review of Domestic Water Use and Supply
17 May 2006 
Democratic Services
Ref EN010
 

Glossary/ Definition of key terms
 This report is written as far as possible in plain English with the minimum of jargon.  All acronyms are spelt out in full when they first appear and on several occasions elsewhere, but for the sake of clarity the meanings of those most frequently used are repeated here. 

CIWEM

DEFRA
Chartered Institution of Water & Environmental Management

Department of the Environment, Farming & Rural Affairs

Direct Supply Reservoir
Stores abstracted water that is then treated and put directly into the distribution network

EIA
Environmental Impact Assessment

EA
Environment Agency

GOSE
Government Office for the South East

GOSW
Government Office for the South West 

HA

Ofwat
Highways Agency

Office of Water Services – Water Services Regulation Authority from 1 April 2006

OCC
Oxfordshire County Council

PI
Public Inquiry

Regulating Reservoir
Stores water abstracted during periods of high flow then released into the Thames during the Summer for re-abstraction downstream.

RG
Review Group

SEERA
South East England Regional Authority

TW
Thames Water Utilities Ltd

VOWH 
Vale of White Horse District Council

Environment & Economy Scrutiny Committee
23 May 2006
Domestic Water Use and Supply
1. Executive Summary
1. The Environment & Economy Scrutiny Committee commissioned this Review during November 2005.   The Review Group (RG) has compiled this report and made recommendations based on its findings and analysis.

2. Our recommendations follow.  We believe that the Review has achieved the objectives set out in the scoping document at Annex 1.

3. This Review was undertaken because there was considerable media and local interest in statements that water resources would be inadequate to meet predicted demand by 2010.

4. Thames Water Utilities Ltd provides water and sewage services to the community in Oxfordshire and wishes to build a reservoir in the Steventon area within the next 15 year. At the time of this Review being carried out, it was estimated that there could be as much as a 40% deficit of water resources in the County by 2026. 

5. The prospect of a reservoir being located near Steventon is an emotive topic among the local community.  This Review did not take a position either in favour of or against a reservoir. It assesses all of the alternatives, including improving water efficiency and reducing leakage and, if a reservoir is approved, communication with Thames Water to ensure that the environmental impacts are fully considered and impacts on the local area mitigated if the management of our water resources remains unchanged.  

6. The Review found that there were various means of providing, managing and conserving water supplies that ought to be addressed by the County Council and by the relevant external agencies (as specified in the various recommendations) including Thames Water.  The Review has given serious consideration to alternative water resource options including treated waste water linked by waterways, using the Severn estuary water, flood water stores, domestic water harvesting and a national water grid, for instance.

7. The Review anticipates formal proposals during 2006 by Thames Water Utilities Ltd, to construct a reservoir.  Its main purpose is to advise the County Council and other stakeholders of the key issues that are likely to be covered in the proposals.  All agencies may then be better placed to respond to any consultations relating to the proposals.   

8. Recommendations have been made to give effect to the purpose and these are all set out below and in the main body of the report. 
9. The recommendations do not appear here in the sequence that they arise from the text.  It is necessary to repeat, that any assumption from these recommendations that a reservoir will be built at Steventon, is misplaced. The Review was neither for nor against a reservoir.  The following section includes all of the recommendations but the Review Group would also draw the reader’s attention to other observations and comments that the Group regard as critical, and which are shown in italicised, bold type in the text.

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R1
Thames Water is RECOMMENDED:

(a)
To explore the other options detailed in this Review. (p 20 and paragraphs 95-108)

(b)
(In addition to the Cabinet) that it should encourage and promote rainwater harvesting, developing on the available models for common domestic practice in the UK and elsewhere. (p 36)

R2
The Government is RECOMMENDED (with the endorsement of the County Council’s Cabinet):

(a)
To fund more research into providing better water resource management because of the disconnect between government policies on sustainability and new housing development. (p 34)

(b)
To research more long term (30 years plus) and not just short term water management options (which are listed on pages 34-35). (p 34)
(c)
To explore further, with the relevant water agencies and authorities, the principle of a national water grid as outlined in the Review and research. (p 38)
(d)
That if housing growth increases, it should explore the possibility of funding for (and other authorities should call for), changes to Building Regulations to accommodate more water efficient adaptations and requirements in domestic dwellings. (p 36)

(e)
To ensure that the same principle (subsidies for domestic wind generators) is extended to people who install water harvesting equipment so that they are subsidised too. (p 35)

R3
The Cabinet is RECOMMENDED: 

(a)
To adopt a policy on the efficient use of water in council buildings and furthermore, to encourage better economy of water use by promoting a clear “ten point style message” on water use and management in the Council’s establishments, (See Annex 4). (p 27)

(b)
To RECOMMEND the District Councils as the local planning and development control authorities, that they should ensure that all new developments are provided with a water butt.  This could be achieved by way of an insertion into the Local Development Framework of a “Planning Informative”. (p 36)

To prepare for the possibility of a reservoir:
(c)
To press for the rail infrastructure for the reservoir site, press for a road to replace the Steventon-Hanney Road and establish a policy for doing so. (p 23) 

(d)
To develop a policy/strategy on the best use of the reservoir as a recreational resource (including how and by whom such facilities should be managed), as an aid to economic development and to decide early on what local infrastructure (including new roads, rail, leisure and other facilities as described in the report) will be required in consultation with local district councils, and that the policy and views in support of it, should be forcefully conveyed during the formal consultations on the reservoir. (p 24)

(e)
To note that the method of negotiating a Section 106 agreement in a Compulsory Works Order process will be different. But if the reservoir is to be built, the Cabinet must ensure, by pressurising Ofwat, that the money will be in place to develop a reservoir and the associated infrastructure. (p 16) 

(f)
That so far as the County Council’s responsibilities extend, that the impact on the environment/ habitat/ecology must be included in recommendations and advice to Thames Water Utilities Ltd, and to insist that the product of its environmental impact assessment must take account of the relevant EU Directives referred to in this Review; ie the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) must meet specific criteria. (p 25) 

(g)
Furthermore, to comment and offer advice to TW on the environmental impact before and after reservoir construction, because they will be different. (p 25)  

(h)
That there is a need to create new habitats in the event of a new reservoir being built. (p 24)

(i)
To clarify, during any formal consultations, the likely proximity of a reservoir to any settlements. (p 25)

(j)
To comment on the distinction, among the various options that have been put forward in the Review, between local schemes that it can influence and national/strategic schemes which it may not be able to influence but which it can comment upon or make recommendations about. (p 37) 

(k)
That despite the South East Plan listing the reservoir as a strategic water resource option that may be required, this is not a reason to accept the development at this stage; but plausible alternatives must be offered, as provided by this Review. (p 36)
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Abberton Reservoir, Essex & Suffolk Water
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